REMARKS 

Claims 1-17 were examined in the June 27, 2007 Office Action. Claims 1, 
3-5, 7-9 and 11-14 stand rejected as rejected as obvious over Anderson (U.S. 
Patent No. 3,775,751 ) in view of Petty (U.S. Patent No. 6,1 57,689). Claims 2, 6, 
10, 15 and 16 stand rejected as obvious over Anderson and Petty in view of 
Earnest (U.S. Patent No. 5,982,837). Claim 17 is objected to but would be 
allowed if rewritten in independent form. 

Claims 1, 5, 9, 13 and 17 are amended. The changes are believed to not 
introduce new matter, as they merely include limitations from other previously 
pending claims, and their entry is respectfully requested. In making these 
amendments, the Applicant has not and is not narrowing the scope of the 
protection to which the Applicant considers the claimed invention to be entitled 
and does not concede, directly or by implication, that the subject matter of such 
claims was in fact disclosed or taught by the cited prior art. The Applicant 
reserves the right to pursue such protection at a later point in time and merely 
seeks to pursue protection for the subject matter presented in this submission. 
Reconsideration of the rejections is requested in view of the above amendments 
and the remarks which follow. 

A. Obviousness Rejection of Claims 1 , 3-5, 7-9, 11-14 over Anderson in View 
of Petty is Addressed . 

The obviousness rejection of claims 1 , 3-5, 7-9, 11-14 is respectfully 
traversed in view of the above amendments to independent claims 1 , 5, 9 and 13. 

Independent claims 1 , 5, 9, and 13 are amended above to reflect that the 
process of the present invention is implemented through embedded software in a 
microcontroller or microcomputer, in which differences in an input signal from that 
maintained in a compare bit register are detected. 

More particularly, claim 1 is amended, with the 

.... transition detector generating an interrupt when an input signal 
differs from a compare register bit value and toggling the compare 
register bit value upon said generating, 

This amendment includes part of the claim 17 limitations, which now recites: 

a compare mode to generate an interrupt when an input signal 
differs from a compare register bit value and to toggle the compare 
register bit value on interrupts generated by the I/O port, whereby 

6 

VttDE - 019204/000005 - 339865 v1 



interrupts are edge triggered. . .; 

Note that the limitation of claim 17 which requires the interrupts to be 
generated by an I/O port was believed not necessary to patentability of amended 
claim 1 . The limitation of claim 17 involving the generation of an interrupt when 
an input signal differs from a compare register bit value and the compare register 
bit value is toggled upon generation of the interrupt is believed patentably 
distinguishable over Anderson and Petty without requiring the I/O port limitation. 

It is further noted that because the patentable limitations relating to 
generation of an interrupt as described above were previously included in claim 
17, a new search is not required. Accordingly, entry of the above amendment to 
claim 1 is proper under the present Final Office Action. 

For the above reasons, claim 5 has been amended to require 

an interrupt generator triggered when an input signal at an I/O port 
differs from a compare register bit value, and by two consecutive bit 
transitions of the received bit stream, 

Likewise, the method of claim 9 has been amended to include the step of: 

comparing the bit stream to a compare bit register value and 
generating an interrupt when said bit stream differs from said 
compare bit register value; 

Similarly, claim 13 now recites 

computer readable program code for configuring the microcontroller 
to toggle a compare register bit value on interrupts generated by an 
I/O port of th e m i crocontroll e r when an input signal differs from the 
compare register bit value , whereby interrupts are edge triggered; 

Independent claims 1 , 5, 9 and 13 as amended being patentably 
distinguishable over Anderson and Petty, withdrawal of the obviousness rejection 
of claims 1 , 5, 9 and 13 is respectfully requested. Dependent claims 3, 4, 7, 8, 
11,12 and 14 include these same limitations through dependence, so withdrawal 
of the obviousness rejection of these dependent claims is also requested. 

B. Obviousness Rejection of Claims 2, 6, 10, 15 and 16 over Anderson and 
Petty in further view of Earnest is Addressed . 

The obviousness rejection of claims 2,6, 10, 15 and 16 is traversed in 
view of the above amendments to independent claims 1, 5, 9 and 13, which now 
include patentable limitations of claim 17, and are distinguishable over Anderson, 
Petty and Earnest. Withdrawal of the obviousness rejection of claims 2, 6, 10, 15 
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and 16 is respectfully requested. 

C. Objection to Claim 17 is Addressed . 

Claim 17 is herein amended to incorporate the limitations of independent 
claim 13 thus placing claim 17 in condition for allowance. 

D. Conclusion . 

All of claims 1-17 being in form for allowance, such action is respectfully 
requested. Should the Examiner be of the opinion that a telephone conference 
would expedite the prosecution of this case, the Examiner is requested to contact 
Applicant's attorney at the telephone number listed below. 

No fee is believed due for this submittal. However, any fee deficiency 
associated with this submittal may be charged to Deposit Account No. 50-1 123. 



Respectfully submitted, 



September 17, 2007 
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